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FOREWORD. 


The perusal of a draniB named A^iiQfyacks4^cBtaiAi by ^aktlbhadia, ivac to me by 
Mr K, V. Subrahiuanya Aiyar, Aasiatant Supermtendeut for Epigraphy, ajad its 
sunilarity with the thirteen Trivandrum plays led me to study the aothorahip of the 
latter, which have beeu hitherto ascribed to BhAsa, known aa one of the oldest and 
most renowned playwrights of India. The present paper is the result of that study, 
which demoliahes the structure fondly built by the distiiigaished discoverer and 
editor of these plays and his followers. 

It is a painf ul task to destroy the cherished theoiy of another, but it appeared to 
me that the misleading arguments hitherto advanced in favour of BhAsa's author¬ 
ship required exposition, and 1 regret this could not be done without giving promi¬ 
nence to the destructive method, which is generally unpleasant. I admit the value 
of the contribations which various scholars have made towards the eolutiou of this 
very difficult problem, and I do not claim that my thesis finally settles the question. 
I have merely hinted at the'aouice of these plays with the hope that it will evoke a fur¬ 
ther analysis of the situation, leading to the discovery of the real author. 

I am extremely grateful to Sir John Marshall, Kt., C.T.E., M.A., Litt, D., F.S.A., 
Director General of AreJueology in India, whose keen interest for augmenting the cause 
of Oriental Learning and kind appreciation of my humble labours have induced him to 
publish this thesis as a memoir in the Arclueological aeries. I am oo less indebted to 
Dr. Sten Kosow of Eristiaiua (OSiO) and to my life-long friend Bai Bahadur 
Hiratal of the Central Provinces, both of whom read over my paper and offered 
valuable cnticimn which enabled me to revise a part of it so as to strengthen the 
argaments put forward by me. 

HIBANANDA SASTKi. 

FicwHtLn, TEE NOiOims: 

The 3th So/vember JSgJ. 


( Ui ) 













BHASA AND THE AUTHORSHIP OF THE 
THIRTEEN TRIVANDRUM PLAYS. 


IN 1912 lit. Gft^apati ^Sstnl of Tnvandriim aonoanced dJscofroiy of tfurteea 
^ plays wMch wore *neitlier seen nor Iieaird of before*’ He edited them vety 
carefully and pablisiied them in the Trivaiidrum Sanskrit Series, which called forth 
high commendation from Sanskrit scholars not only iu India bnt in Europe and Ame¬ 
rica as well. Aithongh the Mss. mentioned no author, be ascribed them to Bhlsa, 
the renowned ancient playwright of India and gave his reasons which satisfied many 
Sanakritisth, who accepted his theory, except a few like I>r. Barnett in Europe And Mr. 
Bhattanatha SvSmi in India. The Isttei raised a discordant voice, bnt their oppo- 
ution was tost in the whirlwind of approbation of a novelty, which at once atnich the 
imagination rather than the discretion of the diacoverer's followers. Dr. V, S. 
Suktbankar has very recently given an exhaustive bibliography in one of his 
article* entitled Studiat in Bham *’ in the /ournol of the Botnhatj Branch of the 
Royal Asiatic Society,^ where he has mentioned all that Imd ao ^r appeared on 
the aubject both in favour of and against the view first propounded by the editor and 
discoverer of the plays, All this time I was myself a believer in the Bhmso theory, 
and it was only this year that my faith w as rudely shaken by the perusal of a drhum 
named AichaTyachu4ainm%ti, written by Sakbibhadta (said to have been a contem¬ 
porary of Stthkaracharj'a, tlie great philosopher of India), This drama, which 
was partly publisdied some years ago at Calient with a Sanskrit commentary 
and is fairly well known in the Kemla country, exhibited so marked a 
resemblance to some of the thirteen plays which have been attributed to BhOsa that 
1 was led to examine the vaiiouB points raised in support of the Bh^ theory. 
This invefttigation baa convinced me that the theory is impregnated with a defect 
which Sanskrltiste call ath'ydpti. It is, therefore, untenable. The question is not 
only important from a titeiaiy point of view, but it has a special bearing on 
archaeological studies as well. I am, therefore, temnted to traverse what may be 
called a beaten track and place the result of my investigation before scholars with 
the hope that it will tend to remove the delusioh that has been working upon us for 
the jpug period of twelve years. 


MU22.33P.rr 2310. 





K BEiSA ASU ™ Al)TOC.*9m>- TBlBTEtS TWVAra»D» PLAYS. 

At (h« outset I propose to give . euminaty of uliut Us Wen 
the Bhts. Aeorv .« the pSrm-v^ha end thereafter to esumiue it m the li^t of my 
stidv of the whole problem. Mr. Oouepeti Slstri'e uignmenU form the b»sie eod^ 
t^Lly of this view, die lengouge questiou and suudry other pomt, being addueod 

as additional supports. His ctief toaaons are tte foUawing . . , , 

1^ the ifpluye show a dose resembUnee to one ooother m the language eoi- 

nloved end the method of oapressillg the ideas. 

(a) They* as a rale. Wgin mtli the stage direction m'. nftufH 

and then introduce the rnawjah-^okti or hcne^ctory stanza. 

(a) Instead oI the word pros«i«tta they use the term sthapav^. 

(e) The written by KSlidis. and other dramaWts of a later date mea- 

tioD in the prologue, oecoiding to the cauone of Bhaia^ the author o 
the play and some oi his works in terns of praise. The TriTandnim 

plays do not exhibit this feature. . 

(J) The BharaUtvakyam or closing sentence in these plays m written m a way 
which i s difierenfc fcoro that of similar stanzas found m other dramas. 

These facte would show that the author of the Trivandrum plays was one and the 
same, and he lived prior to the writers like ESHdasa. who had to follow certem cano- 
nical injimctioua with regard to their compositaonB, which did not come into force 

n Dandin. Bhilmaha and other rhetoricians have quoted these playa 

which,\herefore; must have been written prior to the time when these authontoea 

*^0“]Q^Yradition a 34 Tibcs the authorship of a play Svapnat^mirtdaaa to 

Bhaso. One of these pUys bears that appellation. Therefore, it mimt. be 
BhSsa igaiii, as all these playa closely resemble each other, in all probability, they 
were written bv one and the same author, that is to say. because one of them, namely. 
Smpmmsar^^^ was composed by Bhasa, the rest must have also been w-ritten by 
■1 

iv These plays 8« ebateeteri.sed by au intensity of rasa or sentimeut, a ma^el- 
lou.iT «quid« «"W of lauguag. and au all-round grace of ^tieal elegance such as 
b to be ™t with in fhe works of ancient ri>hi. Uk. \6lmiki a^ \y»B». ^<«e. 

their author also was a similar yisk! and au ancient writer, who lived long before KSh- 
disa and other playwrights, when Swiskrit was a spoken langnap. 

V The Author of those playa has used archaic forms of words which are not m ac¬ 
cordance with the aphorisms of Papim and are, therefore, apapmyogm or solecisms. 
Notwithstending thia fact, KftUdilsa and other standard writers imitated him adapt- 
me hia language and ideas, for they looked upon him as a fwA*. Tbereiore, he pre¬ 
yed not only these writers but even Paijiiu. the great gramnmrmn. Moreover, 
KAlidisa speaks of Bhasa as an ancient writer. Obviously, therefore, the Trivandrum 
plays which were composed by BhUsa, must have been written long before Kalidiisa. 

VL In the Arihamra of Kautilya^ a verse is found which must be a quotation 
from the Pratijfidndiikd or PralijUsav^ndUfdffarM, where it occurs in the fourth 
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Therefore, the autior of thia play and, consequently, of the whole aeries must 
have lived before Kautilya. the great politician of ancient India. 

Dr. F. W. Thomas in hia note, which appeared in the JnarmV of tfm Rotfol 
Asiatic Society some two years ago, has axipplemented these argunifints to some ex¬ 
tent, nis aigiiments may be Bummed up like this r—(i) Bhasa is an ancient writer. 

As WB learn from authorities like BStjjv or llaja^ekhara, he coinpoaed several plays 
(ndhiXuci^ojl'ra). One of them was named St-a'pmiidsavadaita, If the Trivandinin play 
of ihia designation ia not the work of Bhaao, the author has " pLagiariaetV’ the title. 

The known facta, however, show that this iaau inipoisaiLility in a.s much as Sanskrit It5* * 
faJeas Lave distinct titles even if they are plagiiimtic. the MnhanStaka, the Cha- 
ritdaUa or the IfricAcAAaJtMfiitd. So in all probability this ia the verj' play which bub 
composed by BhSao himself, (ii) Tlie Trivandrum Vommilatld was in the ninth cen¬ 
tury a famous play, which was quoted by VSuiaaa in the Kdt^filaAkdrajtutTiiW*Ui. 

A work of this name ia mentioned by Abhiuavagupta in Wfl BJiarntatidiyavedavivriii 
and in the DAttruyd/oAaJbcAono. Yut we are never told that there were two 
famous dramas of this name. This ciremnstance also would jmint towards the same 
conclu.tion. fiii) The Trivandrum plays were famous in the seventh century A. D., 
perhaps even before, as Bhfirnaha refers to the Pratijndyaugandhardjfaw^. Abhinava- 
gupta names the DtiridracAtfrudaWo and Varoana quotes not only the Sisipmitviaoiw- 
hut the Prtf/qn4^iigo»MfAflroja!!m and the Chdrudatla also. If the author of 
these works is not Bhase, he is quite unknown. It is hardly likely that he suppressed 
hia own name with a view to fathCT his works upon BhSsa. (iv) All these plays are not 
only flimilar in structure, style and matter worthy of a master-mind, like that of Bhoaa. 
but hnpresa us by their freshness and vigour evincing a direct derivation from the^epica*. 

This fact combined with the circumstance that a good deal of borrowing from these 
plays ia to be seen in the works of Kalidasa would lead to the inference that their author 
lived long before the latter. 

Besides these argiunenta, much hoa been made of the Prakrit of these dramas to 
support the fihasa theory. Dr. Wilhelni PrinU in his pamphlet, namctl Bhdaa's Prdifif*, 
has worked out this point in detail. Bo also Ura, Sukthankar and Banerji as well aa 
other scholars in thoir rGspecth''e contributions. Instances like those of the accusa- 
th’e plural mascuUne in o»i found in the edicts of Asoka and the pUys of Aat^aghoaha 
have been elicited from these dramas as unmistakable evidences of their high anti¬ 
quity. Yet another argument is brought forward in favour of the theory, f t ts ihk, 

Tlip. first few acta of the famous play colled Jff»cAc/iAaiw/iAa and one of the Trivondmin 
plays, namely ChdrtidaUa, closely resemble each otlter and am almost Identical. Dr. 

Georg Morgenstierue has very carefully worked out this point and brought out all 

the idfiDtical passages of these two plays in hb €ler das Verhattnis sttiscfien Curudatta Lcipiitt92t. 

und JtfHccAoitofiA/i. His comparison leads us to the conclusion, which ia rather irre- 

aiatible, that one must be the copy of the other. Those who arc committed to the 

Bhfisa theory hold that the AfyiVAcAAttArojiAvt is only an amplification or atbiptation 

of the Ckarddatta, According to these scholars Kalidasa only borrowed ideas and 


■ I9!i£ s pp. 
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4 JJHiSA AKB THE AUTMOfiaKIP OE THE THIRTEEM TBIVAXDRUM PLAYS. 

f!i:qirc 3 Aions from some of tte Trivandniiii pUya, fcut ttc aiitlior tif tlie Mfichrhhtfht- 
tikii tncorporatod entire acts of one of tlietje dramas into Ms work and t^^lhod them 
toMmself. The Affi'cArAAaJtrtfiJfca is a faiifyold The C’AdrWotfu whiL-h forms 

the basis of it, roust be coiwaderabty older and so it must be the work ot .Bh5ao. Fur¬ 
ther, some of the scholars holding this view quote from the Uitt«huchanto} the follow¬ 
ing vers© iix support of the theory— 

“ Bh^ gained as much aplendonr by Mb plays with introductions spoken by the 
manager, full of various characters, and furnished with startling episodes, as he would 
have done by the erection of temples, created by architects, adorned with several 
stories, and decorated with banners,”* 

They say that the epithete applied to UhSan here and in other Sanskrit works can 
bo very fittingly used for the author of the Trivandrum plays, .layadeva in the Pro- 
sowtmTc^Afim speaks of Bhasa as the laugh of poetry (/Ifidso Tflkpati in 

his Gau^avaho cads him " friend of fire {Jt^atia-miUe}^, on which Dr. A, Berriednle Keith 
seems to lay great attesa in his work ** Tke Sanskrit Drtuna in its Or^vn, Dtvela^ 
»»en/, 27iCOfy and Proc/ibe", which has very recently coroe out.* In the Chapter 
which he has devoted to Bhlsu he seems to have merely repeated what ha,s been adduced 
by other scholars in support of the hj-pothesis without adding anything new, except 
a'few rather dogroatic assertiona or sweeping remarks against the oppuueute. To 
him the arguments und evidence brought forward so far to disprove BhAsa^s author- 
sMp are all iuconclusive and inadequate. 

The above arguments have boon very recently supplenumted by Mr. Ganapati 
Ssstri by a dontributiou to the Joufiml 0 / ihs Royal Asiatic Societyi whfftw he claims a 
final triumph for Ms pet theory (see pp. 068-9 of the Octolier No. for 1924), In that 
note, he extracts some passages from the BAaeopruiorfo and the ^jingoraprokd^, which 
mention the SmpnamsamdnUd by naroe and one of them quotes a vetse fqnr^H ; etc, 
wMch is actually found in the Trivandrum SmjnMimfala. He is so elated with 
tbe.se dween'erios that he exclaims ‘ Had I obtained these before, t' ere v oiild not 
have been the -slightest di-scu-ssion over my view that Bha.sa wa.s the author of thia 
SvajmnvrisacftdaHn (meaning the Trivumlruni Luckily my opi¬ 

nion has m>w been vindicated." This is, ! believe, the sum total of what haa been suid 
and argued in favour of the Bh^sa theory. 

Let -Ufl now see bow far these arguments con hold good. The first point fequk, 
ing conaideration is the circimiatance that the Trivoudrum plays begin with the entry 
of a siiiTadliSra and, therefore, on the authority of Baija, ahoitld be attributed tu Bhasa. 
This argument will at once lose ite force when w'e find Hmt iu Southern India, at least 
there are eevenil ndlakas which similarly begin with the entry of n sSfradhara or sioge- 
diroctor but were certainly not written by BhBsa. One of such works, as was pointed 
out by Dr. Barnett long ago*, is the Mal faxildstiprahasana, a higMy interestmg fftree 

■ 1 . 15 . 
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BHXSA AKD the ADTHOaSHIP OF THE THIBTEEIf TMVAHDBUII PLArs. 

'ss'Hcli wftB liomposed by tlie Palla^’a Wmg Mahentbavikrama, tte bod BDd Buccesftot of 
Simlmvishttu, vrbo flourifilied in tbe first quarter of tbe Tth. centuiy A. D- Tlie second 
play ahowiiig the aamja characteristicB is Ihe Aichtirijactrii4^^^V’^ Saktibhadra, which 
has been mentioned above. The third dranui coming under this category ia the 
Kalyav^ugandkika of NibkanthaA' Other dramas lowing the »nie feature are 
the Tajfoiisatnvatitva and the SubhadrddhanttSjaya, both of which were written 
by KulaMkharavarimnant a Korala king gf about the 11th century A. D. We further 
notice that these dramaa use the tenu «lhapand instead of prastdmm. Other in¬ 
stances will be supplied by the PadtnaprdbJifitokti of Sndraka, the ZJAur/ot'ifcwoiii* 
vdda of Isvaradatta, the Ubftaydhfmdrihi of Yararuchi, and the PadaiddiMkn of 
Syimilaka which have already been published- Moreover, we find that the Aicftarya- 
■clidildtna^i^ introduces itself with the words* aye kinnu kJtalu majp vijS&ptmovyagra 
Aabda iva SrHyaU etc., juat as some of the Trivaudnim plays do.* niesc facia conclu- 
sively show that it ts wrong to draw conclasioDs from the way in which the prologues 
of floijie of these plays were written. As some of the works 1 liav® mentioned were 
probably composed in the South, it would appear likely that thiB was only a 
or habit of the dakskindtyas or southerners of the period. No stress could, 
therefore, be laid on it in the matter oi ascribing certain w'orks to a special 
author, in view of different writera having adopted the same mode of starting 
their plays with the words etc, The tiew held by Dr. lianerji that it 

was Bhasa who introduced the change for the first time ana, therefore, 
nharactcriied hia w'orks as begun by s siKTewf/fura can hardly commend itself, 
when we remember what Vi^vanatha baa stated about the point in the iidhitya- 
dor/xino. He saye* that in ancient manuscripts the ndndl verses, like f eddnteihu* 
etc., are found written after the w'ords ^titTfidbarii^t This clearly deuionatratea 

that it was only a methcul of ^vriting. Visvanktha must have seen old manuscript 
copies of the VihramorvaH and other plays where the benedictory verses were 


I TIh! *e»kiiw« ol ttuf 1 Isuey, bw bewn by Dr. Kerith wha, whib? niTiiiwiag I>r. 

writ eaUtbid ”0Wia* tVAwOnlr Cdmit^ lutd la thu Iwlitf* dmijiwry, 

(Flit LH. 1&33, P»«e rtO), nsy- llmt it wwnld iwrtstiily in, • non ott^uHnt to i»iu!luiJ(» Uuil tb* Tritjmdium Jilnys mm 
BbJiH'i, simiib’ IxJO^nEe tliey uv beRiin by tlu! lAlruifAdnt, Thungb bt tiM luodillMj lbi« rwnutk by wyiujl lliiH 
otTtog to tbi* duoidwity solcpwortby I»e* the ^Inyi *r« bltr to be flomdiliertHJ u Bhiw'a, t ibit* ilw at%vjfipli 
iwbkh 1 viiiAkl# ih^ urglupimt. 

* In tint third ieBsicn rf tho All Initia Oriaotal ConieieDW bdd mt lUdne two mwe dnmu *orp wtinonnc<Hl 
irlileb dupUy tho asme iewtimiik but ii«reTrriltea bjp irtiiw wulbon. Tbey »w mtitlwl Dii*i<aJ*i wtid TmidIninM 

/gw SmmMom <d Popart, HI). ^ , 

* Mir. K. V, Siibtwluiuayw AlyKtellii nH tli*l ho nottaod thli rimUArity more tboa two yr#fw wga wntl workwJ It 

out m w ^P« *='*“« Mewra. A. Hibduiii Kilmtolj and K. Bwn,* PisliAToti ham dw KCvutly 

noted it In their wlifik entHled “Ubba's wiafcjt—nw tbay gcniilae twiait ttwy hnwn pUnied the wholn of tW 

tnd Aunm moed tlwir intontion of bringiii^ out u aditioa al thl* tatwwUnfi piny vttij «wn. 

* Tfhe ^ Variruolii lUao ihvm* 

* Oi- VI- pp^ 27&'80t BtHsiUy N- S. IflSS— 

^ atnws^ wiwpfl iwwortftt i i 

(lyTit ifil fufwii einsnflrew: vFlfwmi t«: afft wm wwWflvrttan ifii 

wf: I 

•Tho fint b«Mdict«y nUm of the Vikramomn4u 
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placed after tliia phrase^ or to use tLc expressian of £s^a, whicli f^egoji with, the s&tra* * 
ditdra. He furtliEi- says that the insertioii of these words after the ndndi means that 
the proper would start' theocefortlL. Thus, according to VisvantLtha (who 

though not very old is yet considered to be an authority on the use of these 

words before or after the ftanJi becomes imuinterhil os indicating a peculiarity of any 
particular author. It is true that we are not in posaesaion of the origiiial manuscripts, 
but only of comparatively la te copies of these plays, still V'iSvajiStha^s evidence is therei 
and we have no reason to disbelieve it. In this counection it may be remarked that 
ndndi is not au absolutely necessaiy' eommencemeut, as some plays start without it. 
SiTaihuia in his eommentoiy^ on the itdgdnm^da has expressly said so in the words 

That this is so is illustrated by the play called 
PtadifuiMidbhfiidaya which was composed by King Ravivortnan of Qullon, who, 
according to Mr. (Janapati Sastri,* flourished about 1265 A. I). Another instance of this 
kind will be fnmiahed by one of the TrlvandraiJi plays itself, namely, the CAarurfo/to, 
which has no at all. It would appear that the actors had some liberty in chant- 

ijig benedictory verses and starting a play. This is, perhflpsj, what ViiCTauStha 
meant when he remarked— 

HHnr^TTRIT^ VTT^T rTETTTURRi ^ gi?T; ( 

The question of conformity to the Bhnmta-fdiyam I would similarly attribute to prac¬ 
tice or ietft only. The Trivandrum pikiyH themselves ore not uniform in structure 
with regard to the canons laid down in the lihuratandiyaSdstra. I doubt if the 
author of these dramas was totally unware^ of this idsfra, judging from the words of 
the vidiisknia addressed to the cheti in one of these plays called Avirndrakd, though 
Blmrata is not named there. 

Kor will the other points raised in this connection such as the omiasiou of the 
author^s name, the description of certain scents not allowed by Bharatu and the ab¬ 
sence of the Bharata-vdkyam help us in upholding the theory. The mention of the 
author or Lie praise in the introduction b what b called prarocJitind which is meant 
to attract the audience. Tf an author has to make his reputation, he may not mention 
his name till his fame has been established, or he may be taking some liberty with re- 
g|ird to these points in not following Bharata for some local reasons, such as the taste 
of the time, eic. In any case these are not the only plays which possess these charac¬ 
teristics, There are others which have now been pnbUshed and diaploy similar features. 
Of the four Bhdiym mentioned above only the FadtUadital^a gives the name of the 
author in the stMpandf not the rest, I am further supported by another old work that 
has recently been brought to our notice. It is a iPntAuauua entitled Bka{fttv<idajjuka 
which has lately been pubibhed in the pages* of the Jottmal of the Bihttr mid He- 

search Sockiy by Professor A. P. Banerji. We are not quite sure of its authorship 
or time. According to a stanza found on one of the nmnusciipta of this work in the 
hladras Oriental Manuscripts Tiibrary^ it is an old eumptHition hy a poet called 

» T. s, S, So. LIX, p, *. 

^ Intrcctiiciti HD ip ihp JVadyBniRfdiMiyiufdiia,. pn* liiL T. Si No* VJXt« 

* Dr« Sien -Kqdpit ibenki thdt tlicni cEimot b« mny doubt ttmt %bA author of the haew BbaratAr 

ft tvimufx id !u# wprk b^ioiii feund on Id of pU^i. 

* Voii X Farti I ftnd II« pp. i — KxiiL 
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BodlLSyana. ^ The Mlinandur mscdptioB of MhhBJiilr&varmau I, a good edition of vMch 
lias recoat'Iy come otit in one of the piibUcf tions^ of the Indian Ajrcheeoiogical Depart^’ 
ment. mentions it, though unfortunately the line whore the name occurs is very Imdly 
mutilated. The name of Vyaaa eomoa before and that of the Matfavildsa shortly after 
it, the interrening aksharas having been obliterated. The MiUtavildsajirahaaatitif 
03 already stated^ ia the work of the ucconiptlshed Fallaya ruler Mahendravarmflii. 
Why both these farces should be named Totlier one after the other, we have now no 
means to ascertain. But it appears to me that the Bhagai^ajiuka was an earlier 
composition and the Matktmlusa was modelled after it. The farmer exposes the pre¬ 
ceptors of the yoga practices, ridicules the foUoweia of the Sshkhya system, the phy¬ 
sicians and the grammarians of the time as well as the followers of the Buddha. Still, 
its author doe.^ not appear to be very severe in his sarcAimiB, and the persons he baa 
introduced are not so degenerate us they are shown in the latter work, namely, the .IfoN 
tmilaso, At any rate the Buddhist monk is not so low as he is b the tatter. SOiudilya 
of the BIiagaf;tida.jjul'a- proiaea Buddha specially for hU punctilious care of food— 

and his hehaviour tou'ards the lifeless body of the courtesan, or the words* *— 

. . . *111% xr^?E«nair-iTfirw wHiqnK ?rfTTt^ 

cannot reflect creditably on Ms x^ersonul conduct or the followera of the great Tiithii- 
gata of that period. But compare him with the Sflkyabhikshu of the Mattamliisat 
who, while extolling the "great teacher" of the age for allowing the bhikehu-mAtjka 
or cfi miTi uni ty of frisrs to indulge m various comforts or luxTirious ways of life wants 
full liberty with women and wme as well. The fonner exhihita a little teiftraint, but 
the latter does not. This contrast is marked and would show how low the followers 
of the Buddha most have fallen, when the Pallava king wrote hifi farce. The piece itself 
does not name its author. Nor docs it mention the time when it was written. The 
Bodh^yana of the manuscripts spoken of above is, for the present, an unknown writer. 
Therefore, to draw any inference regarding his time we have to depend on the internal 
evidence only. The fact that the farce is mentioiied b the Mamandur inscription would 
show that it cannot be later than the end of the fith or the commencement of the 7 th 
century of the Christian era, or the time of Mahendruvtkrama* w'ho dourished about 

^ Blr. of the MjkdnA wm ^ood laiiiugli tn ^ttnil ma iho tEtlliTWtiag twn 

TmciA on# of whwh he fc^uDd wrilteu cil a iiuiiiiiicri|it tif thet and the Qtbicr ou thAt of 1ti 

ocmroentarv in the Odentd Mendscinjitg LJbraiy et Muinu* Both would iJidw thnt ih^ f«iw we* coi31|kim| kjy 
A KftTl eeiiled BodhJljfWd** In otie of thn« rente* it la eetted or old. They rwpwitivdy nm *■ foNowi: — 

(1) dmTuwsf f%^%irnHwiF i w* ^w^ m d 

(3) Ivw# wniewiirrMeS i u 

Tlhfl niioe ol the BPijiincntitcif, too, feeinf to be unknown^ 

* ToL XLIV h B -3 ImKripHm* (Text^h VoL IV, Kcb 136^ filxto UX boe In the tia&$en|i| 

here m boeu iHiitn plaoe olhJk erultiiitiy by m mrexfiigtLi. 

* Page XVL 

* Me. a. F. Bahoe}! would tike It to the iod L'entuFT A. D. (JT^ 0, B. iS., VoL Xu p. B0| but fei&eiiibiinit^ the 

time wbim Hm mi writtcui I doolrt if we ceil Like it bick bo lir on the OTidaope ef '‘rehyioiii meiiaoitly " 

or eren irthiio foimi, 

c3 
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600 to 82S A. D. Further, it vrotild appear that it was in all probabiUtj’ vrritten after 
the Ji^fidichhakatika. The latter dratria like this Farce ahosni no disrespect towards 
Buddhiam, although it is cleatlr a Bralmianical conipusition. The names of some of 
the tlranutii^ in this faiLie appear to have been taken from the MjichcMaka^ 

fikd. The ajjtiltd or conrtesan in it, for inMtance, is Liilled. Viiaautai]Cn& after the heroino 
of this dmnm, so ahiO her servants. 

That the Slattavifdfm'pTailtfisam was writteiL by JUahcndravaniian b too well 
known to be proved. In any case the Bhugamtiajiuht eim very well be relegated to 
a period prior to that of Bana. It begins with the s6tTtidhdfo and does not mention 
the author either in the introduction or elsewhere. Its introduction is called 
and not .pniAfdmnd, and it has no general prayer or the Jtharaia-vdjf 
£uch us we see in later dramas. It uses old Fri&krit iortns as b shown below. In ad* 
dition to ail this it hua introduced a scene which b not permitted to be staged^—mean 
the death of the Ajjuka—by Ilhamtn or the dietoricbns who followed hb canons. 
Besides this, the ten species of plays enunciated in this piece are, to some extent, differ¬ 
ent from those mentionetl by these chetoriebns. The Vdrehdmritfa and also the 
Utejishfikd^ as I’rof. Banerjt has already noticed, do not appear to be known to 
them. Viavanatha gives VUdjti/a as one of the eighteen vpariipaA'oa or minor dramas 
counting the A'ufoAnand the Prakara^a among the ten varieties of a riipaht or 
drama. The Bkfujtji^adajjuka names Saildpti along with the PraJmsana among the 
ten specie.^ which it considers to have come out of the Ndfaia and the Frahtra^ 
farm of the drama. Thb would show that the author of the farce followed the laws of 
draniaturgy, which were soniew'hat different from those laid down in the current 
Nd(t/n^d«tr<t of Bbarata. In other words foUowed a different school or system cur¬ 
rent in hb time. That he could not have lived before Bhurata b clear from the play 
itself, as I have remarked already. Besides, the non-observance of Bharatab rules does 
notneceasarily indicate that the writer w*as older than one who observed those ruiee. 

A.S to the argument based on the liharata-vdh/amt I might add that the Trivan¬ 
drum plays axe not uniform in this respect- Some of them have oolophons or closing 
fitamma which are different from those in the rest. The so-called and 

the Salacharita have tmdn* Ma^Qrapart/anldm, etc., the Prutijiidfyaugtmdfiard^ii^f 
the At^mdraka and the .dfc/iisAcA'oftnfOilio hove Matoaeuaro/asoj/aw^^, etc., with I'mfim- 
api mnAtni, ctc.^ at the end. Three of these plains, namely, the Kar^hhdra, the Chd^ 
ntdatfa and the play of the ''unknown^' name have no Bfuinita^^kyam at all. Besides, 
it b to be obsen'ed that the customary or usual phrase with which a Sanskrit ndiaka 
would close b to be seen in some of these plays. The Balacharita, for instance, has 

1 H i . 

tic. 

The ^liVnidraia has — 

^rr^. — frfbiHin t ^ fgxr^Tmrfti t 

^fbnn^; — nf^ ^ wn: fwiiH; * 





UK AS A ASU TfiE AUTHOHSHP- OF THE THlBTEIEX TKlVAXHRtrX PL A VS. 


9 


and EC ciL, showing that suinu of these pbjs have got: a Bhafota-vdl'ya. Here it would 
be interesting to point out that the four Bhtijiait (CImtuHftimjtJ) spoken of above, exhibit 
practicall}'' the same feature. The PudmajiTdbkrkaka of Sudraka and the 
^iinia of Syflmilakg hove no Bharatavah/am, Tlie DhurtavifasmHi'atla of Isvorji- 
datta and the I'bhtnjSbhisariid of Varamchi end in stanzas which ore not liiriAmdfar 
to some of the concluding verses of the Tiivunikum natakm, for the former has 

Trmtrftr n 

and the latter iftf?T gr^ fgfTOfggf^t gTSTtniT U 

Therefore* the argnmeDts adduced to prove that these plays were written before 
the BhaTatandlt/a^ira^ woe composed fail flat on the ground having no force in them* 
The second argoment, which ia^ apparently, the mahistaj of the Uhasa theory 
seems to he the title of one of these plays. Although some of the manuscripts consttited 
by ]ilr, Ciapapati Bilstrl gave the name of ^'O^NOHd/ailnfii to the drama, yet it was rather 
presumed that the reel designation was Svapnai'd^atadaUd. It has now been clearly 
shown that it is so because Bhojadeva in the 11th century and S^adhtanaya in the 12th 
century knew this ttdltiko by that uame. Air, Ga^pati S^tri in hia note which he boa 
contributed to the last October number of the Boifid AsiaticSacieiy*a Jtmrrutl^ (pp. eoe- 
S60} feels so jubilant over Uiis discovery of his that he would now dispense with all 
the arguments as uiinecesoaty and consider the question as finally settled. Dr, Thomas 
too has placed much Teliance on this designation as noticed before. The futility ot 
such a reasoning would be clear, if we remember what Professor Sylvain has 

stated in his highly interesting article which appeareil lost year in the Journal 
Asialiqite and to which attention has now been drawn by Dr. Barnett in tm note in 
the Jourtialojilic Royal Asiatic Society* Bamaehandra and (fUnacliandra in their 
Ndij/adarfmia quote a verse from a Sixtpnavdsavadattd ascribed by them to Bhosa, 
and describe the situation in which it oecurs, “but neither of these con be traced in 
the Ttivandruin play. S&garauandin in his NdtakalahhaMamtmkoSa quotes a 
passage from a SmpmTdsavadaUd, which does not agree with the Trivandrum test.” 
Further, as I have shown below and as is recogiiised by Mr. Gaipapiiti Sastri himself, 
Abhinavagupta quotes a verse in hia commentary on the Dfivanyahka, namely, Dhvan* 
ydlolaitockaM from a Si«pwofdfia<«da//n, which is not to be found in the Trivandrum 
udcaln: of that name. It will be too much to expect from imagination that all these 
ancient authors were "grievously mistaken” in attiihuting their quotations to BhSsa 
or the Svayitamaai'odattd. Obviously therefore, the Trivandrum play cannot be 
the Svapnat'dsacadattd of BhSsa and there must have been at least tivo dramas of 
that name- That one and the same name wax given by Sanskrit authors to different 
works la demonstrated by the fact that there were at least two Katydntijtavgaiklftikas* 

^ Soau;, liDwever {m mhuYt, |b 13; foot hold tluti Biuumtu u ddof mad tim trrittir at thm il^Tvndnini 

pUyi knew Ii1j AUfro. U ii w. iht b^td un Uui prolosiM at tbe amiolti.ling nUimM of tkeso 

VDuld be mud tln^ oircuiiuitAiic# thm% theie dT«iuuu iatroduc# irliicb not 

by Blwnhtft will cely iupporc zny view tbet ibeir friiier CuUewiMl m diffi^Kut aebW or cAnacL 

■mi, p. e56. 

■ HAnwtt. iUi, p, tt&S. Whilif^KJfrwtios ih# psrof^X fdund tMi uu^fEfwiog pohit hmM beet) limbor mrctiti- 

g&ted by Dt$* V. S. Sukibajiluir (/< PP* ^ B»rinatfc (J* If. J* iSi^^ pw 

■nd ilr* CL IL I>eTidber of iki Bkandarhar inttkm, pirt I, jip. ^ tf*). Dr. F- W* TbemH tJ* M. 

3 ^ 192^1 pp. lOtM^ iufi endn^Q^lvd ia meet tbeki^meikt of FroL Uvi bm 1 do £H>t tMuk kai aiuMded m dgb^ It, 
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and two BaJacharitas.^ In this conneetioa tt tooke mteroating to observe that Snkti- 
bliadra, who according to tradition was a contemporaiy of ^aiikatacb&rya the Great, 
composed & * *"Mvtja’‘ which was called Unm^n'i^asitiHtdaUQ and has not yet been 
found out. The temi fmmdda and smptui are almost sTuonymatm, The name 
Kdiyya *' is applied to both tlie dri^ya and Aarya compositions. Oo this consideratiou 
one is tempted to thinV of the probable identity of the Trivandrum play with the 
work of ^aktibhadra, especially tclten he rcmenibeTS that some of these vSfalm 
admittedly bear more than one appellation and the fact that the manuscripts of the 
Adcharyat-hiid^rtiani are found along with those of some of the Triv andr um 
as a reference to the catalogue of manuscEipts in the lladma Librurr would show\^ 
To give some details in regard to what 1 have stated above. 1 may refer to 
Sarv^nanda, an author of about the 12th century A. B., who in his conimentaty on the 
Natnalifiganii^a^arta of Amarasiiiiha gives clear evidence of Bhlsa^s jSvopjiat'dsam- 
d<ittd being diSercut from the Trivandrum play. This has already been noticed by 
BbaUaniitha f^vami,^ who haa given a very interesting quotation trtfui a work called 
TA'jxifai^Usardja in support of this inference. Mr. Ga^pati ^jAstrl, too. has recognised 
this evidence. He has. however, tried to explain it away by proposing another read¬ 
ing, Sarvananda* says:— 


fwfww: '^iwSwwfwr: i grwvrafrsRn i fTrfhr: 

^TTPrfyTim: ^TnTTY: \ 


‘The marriage of Padmavatl is an instance of arthaS^iHgdra or selfish love, but that of 
Vasavadatta as described in the StiapnaivsavadttUii is a case of kdmairii^ra/ Now. 
the Seaptm^samdeUtd of the Trivandrum series does not give an account of ^'atsar&ja's 
marriage with VilsavudattS. Surely, then, the Swpnamsavadatld referred to by Sar- 
vanimda must have been a difiereut work altogether. Here it might be said that 
Abhinavagupta's mention of the play in the words irm 

will favour the identification of the Trh’^andrum drama with the ancient Svapnamm- 
vadattd fur, In the Trivandrum natnka vve do find PadmavatJ sporting with n ball 
although there is not much of XrTffd in it. But this fact haa to be considered 
along with others. 'Fho Trivandrum drama could have been written after the 
real i^tBp'jmi'nmi'arfuart of Bhasa, w'hicb is still to he found out. The atorj* being the 
some there could be several versions of it, and an incident might have been described 
in some or all of them- On the other hand, it'seems to be pretty certain that 
according to Abhinavagupta himself the Tnyandrum play cannot be the ^Si’ap- 
tioisoflotYidflffd* to which he has referred, for it does not contain the quotation which he 
expressly states os taken from the latter. To illustrate the remark made by Ananda- 
vardhana in the BhmnyAiaka that authors aomstimes pay more attention to figures 
than to rasa or the sentiment in the composition— tr iv fi f o i f stt 

* Jtr, SbCif, Idttbdaotiwi to th« ^vdpnateHwuidaa xsiir. 

*Sm yot. lS4O2.tS403. 

* ivL A>a. leifi, ti(i, leO'itis. 

* T. E. Kqv lEXXVni. p. 1. 14T. 

* tn ibn liluiai} my th» L^tridrocAdriHriiJIiT mUuded to bj* Abbuuri^nptB nuy not niififomilji be ttie CibiMi> 
daUd al tb« TriTandiriuii ieriei. 
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^isT^fYrmTT: he in his Dhf:an>j^kaliKfmvi^ quotes the iimjmatasiwadatta 

?nn srf3% 

Tifurtq^wwuid -1 ^r nfret w i 

But thia verse, as lias uheady been letognified by the editot and other Ht-bolajs, does not 
occur in the Tnvonilnuu play at all. One would muhe bald to say that it could not 
have occurred there, as it suits neither the Vasavadattu nor the Badm&vatl oi that 
drama. Apparently, as Bha^nSilm SvJtinl has already remarked, it sjienka of love 
which sprang up all at once at the first si^t of a lady. VosavadattJl as introduced hi 
the Trivandrum play was wedded long before and Padmfivati was only ofiered to Vat- 
aorSja, who did not woo her at all. This is shown by the answer which the nurse gave 
to VSsavadattH*— 

^ ip? ?ft?T I 
— 'irf? srp? 1 

Ip? flYRTiPf f?Wf I 

This negative evidence is too strong to bo lightly passed over and %vould go a long way 
to contradict the Bhasa theor}% Br. Thomas in his note, alluded to above, saya 
that the verse is found in the KdvySnuidscma of Henmchandra, with obvionaly carrect 
opening svatiejiita. But even in this form it is not to be met with, in the play- Were 
it actually found there, I am afraid, that alone would not suffice for proving its author¬ 
ship by Bhasa, It could have stood there as a mere quotation from the ancient Bh&sa 
Slid aa such it would merely show the TiivaDdram drama ns a later production. 

I may note here tluit in summarising the jnirm-pakska I have referred to Mr. Ga^a- 
pati Sastrl’s new diactiveries under No. tt or miscellaneaus arguments, because they 
came to my notice at a iate stage. They really form part of the second argument and 
T ought to have dealt with them there. Keeping in ^uaw what ban already been 
stated by Professor Sylvain Ldvi in hia learned article Deny: iVorntsea® Tmi/ci da Dta- 
matuTgie Indienm ” in the Journal Asidiigue * referred to above, I really wonder why 
so much importance has been given to the references found in the Bhavaprakd^ and 
the j^firijdrapmAdAj. After all what do these references show? I doubt if they prove 
anything beyond this, that to the antiiors of the abore-mentioned works, vk., Ss^a- 
dataimya and BLojadeva, who according to Mr, Ganapati SSstri Hounded in the i2thi 
and 11 th centuries A. D. respectively, the Trivandrum play was known, aa it is now, 
under the name of (Scfi}iviotwsoivuhi/Ja. Hut how would it, fallow that the play was 
wiittcn by BhSsa or that Bh&sa was the author of all the thirteen Trivandrum plays ? 
I am glad that Dr. Barnett has already drnwn the attention of Bcholnrs to Professor 
Levi’s article tri his note which appears ahnultaueously* with that of Mr. GouRpiiti 
Sastri and I need not dilute on it here. I repeat what f have said above that the 
JVdtt/adarpana of Ramachnndra and Gunachandra and the Ndfakalak^kaiUirtUitako^ of 
SOgaranandm make it quite dear that there must have been at least two plays of the 
nfOTifi of iSi'ap^mwamdaftii. Thus, the one by Bhasa was dilleient from the 
Trivandrum play. To me the 'adamantine' rock of Mr. Ganapati ^stif appears to 

‘F, ISS.a^ t’dVoto. 

• F,23. 

* OoU-thet^ prp» 1^^ H. 1 im [ulebtcd to Ih^ Sten Konow for hit kindij- dmwing mt thi* 

imptiTtAnl 

*p.e&a. 
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disintegrate &ster thtw bis old stones- Even '^tbout attributing pl a g iaria m to tbe 
author of the Trivondiiim plays one can easily explain the occurrence of identical 
in the works of two difierent authors. Pithy and telling utteranecB often assume the 
form of gvhh^hiUts Whose frequent use tonds to cause an oblivion of their authors, 
rendering them a common property, which anybody might use as he liked. If the 
renowned BhSsa’e sporadic pieces acquired that merit, it would be no wonder to find 
them repeated in later works. In the matter of characters, too, it is an easy thing for a 
later writer to borrow from an eiwlier one* Thus the mere comcideuce of a few cha* 
racters would not warrant the conclusion that of such works the author was one and the 
same. 

DaridfachSrud<t(ta is no doubt mentioned by Abhinavagupta, but how are we to 
sssiune the identity of it with the Charudatta of the Trivandrum series, when none 
of the known manuscripts of the play give that name to it f That VOmaua quoted the 
verse i§arachchhaidnka-ganreita, etc.^ which occurs in the fourth act of the Trivandrum 
play, or the passage ya bhitrtfipiit^ya Iqrite yudhydt which is the fourth fiddn of a 
certain Moka in the PmfiiB&tfaugattdhatdfja^, or the verse tjmdm balir-htmMi, etc., 
which is to be found in the piece called CfidtudaUit and that a part of the stiinzu 
limpaih'a tamoAgUHi,^ etc*, occurring in the Biilacfnirita and the Chdrudaiiti of the Tri¬ 
vandrum Bedes, is to be found in the Edi'yadar^ of Daudin, can only show* the priority 
of these works to V&mana or Dandiu, of course taking it for granted that these quota* 
tious are from these very works. 'Fhey cannot demonstrate the authorship of the 
works, as these uuthortries do not ascribe them to Bhilsa Most of these quotations 
are proverbial in nature, and it goes without saying that in ancient India there was a 
large stock of current sentences and stanaas on whkh different authors could draw 
without incurring the charge of plagiarism. 

In the same way I doubt if any special importance can be given to what Mr. Guuapfiri 
l^astn calls BbSmiiha’s review in the KdvydUtiikttra or Bhmfutfiutti^dra. The story 
of Vdtisaraja has been a very popular theme and several ancient. Sanskrit UTiters 
have written h in their own ways. Bhamaha makes no mention of BhAsa or any 
other Aori, while illustrating the rhetorical blemish called Nyaya-inrodhtt. Why to 
t.limk of a particular poet thou ? The verse— 
tm tsrmr font i 

u BhimaHalankirm, IV, ,14. 

no doubt has the same meauing, which a sentence in the play named 
yandkiraya^ has, at least' partly,- but on what grounds are we to suppose that Bh3* 
malm wus rendering the Prfikrit speech into Sanskrit ? Why not think of another 
work which gave it in Sanskrit t Or let us take it for granted that he had the 
Trivandnim play or its author in view when he said — 

wait i 

DTinaWrw^ a iv, 46 . 

^ W« ihonld rpmruiiMr llut thii wtMuiA Ij mBoribetl ta VikmmidjlyA or lo bot^ md Vikrm* 

xn^ditj'v biit miti to Bhltt m adj of the knom 

■ liKibMkft’H ipfuiollf p. I3p rather diHan^ lor it hu — 

via wf vit, via »ia fsw* 
ama mi iia mrar Fq 1 
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TUe mfercnDi wliicli can he saCetj drawn under clrcimiatancaa is that hs cnnet 
be posterior to, if not a contomporaiy of that author, for contemporary writers are often 
found crlticiamg each other. Bh^niaha cannot be so old us some scholura believe him 
to he. I doubt if he can be fcr removed from. Ihiiidin. He might have been his con* * 
temporary or lived shortly before him. The KatnjSdarSa itself would lead us to such an 
inference for, while enanciating the doshaa in a composition, it meutioiis only ten out 
•of the eleven named by Hbiiuaha^ and does not consider the eleventh to be a dosha 
necessarily, lemarldng® that it is difficult to see if it is a blemish at all. There can he 
no doubt that Dandin i& criticising Bhitniaba imle^ of course, both of these rhetoric* 
ciaas took the two verses ajtarthmn etc., from some older work. Both the works^ 
namely, the KScydlatkiara and the Kdifyadaria, are inteT'Ccrmeoted and must have 
been composed probably about the same time or in the 6th if not the 7th century A.D. 

Mr. GaMpati Sasttf has endeavoured to carry the Trivandrum plays to about the 
4th century B.C. on the supposition that one of them, namely, the PrtUijiidyttNifinidh&~ 
■^dya^, has been quoted by Chftpakya in hia now well-known work, the ^rthaiSstTO. 
The stansa nowm iardiD m, like the other one, t .e,, ydn ifajna-saivjitais-tajmsd etc., has 
apparently, a proverbial or sententious tenor, and must l>e regarded as a auhhdsJnla 
CbUnakya quoted it along witb a Vfdw eeutence sbowing tbereby that he regardao 
it as equally authoritative. Tbere ja nothing to show that it is not a quotation in the 
Trivandrum play even* if it is taken to be Bbasa’a. Let us suppose for the sake of 
argument that all these sayings were composed by BbOsa himsell Can their occurrence 
•in these works prove that they were written by BhAsa ^ 1 doubt if it can. Take 
the case of a work whose author is known to us without any doubt. T mean the farce 
•called Mattainidiaprahasana, This cmitains the verse* (with a slight change)— 

tmr: ^TTrasrftnfr i 

g si j j tflg i roe iaw ifrerrrw ^ 

■which, on the authority of Somadeva'a was composed by Bhaaa. Will 

this fact ascribe the authorship of the farce to BhAsa ? Fortunately, we know ira 
. -author I Let us tako another mstance- The of Chanakya* contain two aphorisms— 

W WlWiTPTT "q I and 

1 

\ 


•in,l2M2T. 

” Him it TiU b« inUewUng %9 tdetilkHi nf tlw ImiMdrlaJit muli! bj Mr. FdmAkFtilbeA 

Kavi in the third KHviotf af ili£ AU-ludL^i Oi^tid ConitifitiiL-^^ ml Mndmi, 1^24 {ire Emmmaw^ qf |V|Kri» 

%hm.t thifl hu him idfFtitIfied m m tfqJii thA 

- Y*7. 

* P. PeleTBOn^i Sod r«|iEnrf« veiefrtdil to in thf^ mtTodiietaim of Uie Sntbhi*hiiSm^ ol VitUiibbjidfrTe 
iGonihay» £. pi 

■ E^Shlm^ nviKd (IWO) pditiiq? of th? A~i!M#^ydiN p. 433^ nos. 34tl uid ^7^ 











14 


BHASA AKD THU AtTHOBSHIP OF THE THlETEKN TRIVAKDRim PLAYS, 

One of these is found in the Aickarywhu^Stmni of Saktibhadra and the other 
in the Chofvdaita of tbe Tfivnndmm series. Posaibif they may be quotations from 
the ^rtAfl^ro and analogy would lead us to surmiflo that the stanaa nmw* *h Airamw, 
rfc„ was similatly quoted from the same work* Slight discrepancies in these quotationa 
when compared with the published textaara immaterial^ for, aa a rale, such proverbial 
say ing s are usually quoted from memory.* 

The question of similaTity in structure may further be exam i n ed here to see how 
tar the identity of expressions or words can be relied upon in settling the authorship- 
of a work. First, I shall compare the AichafnackQdamani with some of the Trivan¬ 
drum plays* How it resembles the la tter so far'as its prelude is concerned I have shown- 
above. 

Ahhisman^aht. Aicharyachriidmml 

Pages 30-21, Act V under identical circumstances has — 

5ta^, 


enug i wug 1 snig 

erag *jf I fvfr. I xrfn- 

Wlflfd I Ym *r*TTTw: i 

fvrusTWT: wuftYTr: 

(Page 20) 

TTYW;—ST^I tfu 1 W W V, tT^ 

wHnrrent; i 

(Page 15) 

rTH! irfYlffTT Of iiil4|«f 


crag. ^xRrfHutT: ^vft: i wfwfirf^ 
HiTWYWT—Y?t tiTi uviiiei: 1 
iituvrqnrN^; i 

Act V. 

TTWW:— ( 

qfirwmnf: i 
Act VI. 


W5J*—4nft rraWHuwtH i 


—iTin tm t 


(page 16) 

Bjiva^ while thin king of SltS talks of the moon in both the plays* 

(page 22) 

SltA feels abashed (vri^ita) as she does in the A^karyitchvifantani^ 

(Page 23) 

^ ufin Ytrnpv xjuraww smwfr 

enrt I I 


wg*—»TYf^ TOTt 
wtm —m ywtt etc. 


sfirfT—erfi 4)tie”!I w TOtTi etc. 

* 


i Hie n vfwrf?: i&A imiliflbed hy Sblmft liu mtwmj ^ but Sitktibhjuiim ylam vrn- 

Ttfl fltber fn the piiLl&Bhfid text rauii tjTfVfll' rfl ftff irt^ but Li tbe CiWimddilir it iteodi u 

i 

* In ihi# it will not bn ont o| ptiicn to mj tbit ibn nh&uxa ifiie# frirmT? ete., 14 lu bt fonjiil 

in the MwlrdratwhuKi^ but in tbis U liu twn wctlbcd to BLutfiiiML Caiild tban, 

ibe ifndfi^J'dJrdbwD to Bhjtrtlibir if 
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¥ 

Act VI. 


<Page 24) 

— ... Ynr HT'rtrTHrft ^ 

ifti, wiirf^ I 

(Page 54) 

flUTt ^*5 I 

(Page 69) 

fiw;—TtHi TTN'ffirnfH etc. 

(Page 70) 

TTWl— I liw; 

I 

(Page 7-2) 

Sra«Et irraf^ 

f 

The gantt is Identical in ideas in both. 
(Page 72) 

HTO: and ^ are very 

Tm;—^n^iHiftr ^ l%Tri: «tO'> etc. 

(Page 7S) 

I fw H \ 

TTJi'—fwiTH; tmTTftrarrffl'— 
wrHHrwii. 


iflTrr- wrwin^^ir i 

^t. .« 1 

Act V. 

«frm—imsT TWTi 1 

Tm:—T(5T Wlfe^TIfH etc. 

Act vn. 

;?renir; —i 

tm:— I tjfinrffnnra^* 

i?rmcr;—^T^nnHHis^T^ i 

common words. 
tth; - The vme— 

aiffHrfH *nn t if?m)wrfTT oith^ » 
^ smr Htfim; Htftm; n 
is not diaaimilar in idea. 

Act VIL 

»Tflq4*i 1 fw s fuinur- 

i 

?:niL— ftniH; xiJr*nffjT^Tf«r — 


PmfijMyai/gandhardtjaijia and AK/iarJjachu4an>ani 

A^charya'*, 

(Page 18) Act II. 

nirtTW^—wtm — 

(M. M. Gai^pati ^atri renders it^ by ami the meaning fits in the apet'ch 

of Sits as weU.) 

(Page 62) .Act III. 

MHfq^w WH sr vVt HiaHTsi wfftn^; 

^ The nx)t seems to 1]« tbf iftin« wblch w« m Lb« Wviteri; Pftijjlfai u in th« ynn* e| 

Jbe karAA itamon pal gird irbm ghailt phmani nt dt tiie i3tr ^d WiiftbltL, fk f 13 (IaIiozv 
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liWr—TifrnT^nf? uR'rti^if’f 


KrtfTT—wflYRr 


(P&ges 63, es) ^ 

Clofling sent^sBCcii etc., ate simikr in both, 

^timaraite iMaryacltiidmiani 

(Page 13) 

^nig wfft, wntr^: i w^> . . , . . ^“ 

Ijiin; > ^ifrlWTWfjT t 

PratimdJiotaka and J&fmriiachwldmani 
(Page 85) 

tiR’m^Trfir tifrm^nfV i 

(Page 86) 

(Page S7) 

Compare the description of Jatayn’a beak in both and 
(Page SO) 

\ TO ufiraTnTrn^r \ ttw.—’’ rrfH ?r qfhwjrrar. etc* 

(Ptige 99) 

Lleience of Eaikeyi is similar in both—(Act I in the J^idutri/^iUddma^i) 

The Trivandrum SwpivtvUsavfidftttS and the A/kharyachiitfanMifi 

i. The speech of the ttUrndh^ in both is rather identical. 

ii. The use of the word ew b the firat atausa of the Trivandrum play and not 
bir from about the commencement of the ASclutryachfid&tmnt, 

iii. The SvapnavUsiUJadanS (pp. 1-2) and the AichartfachUddma'^^i (Act VII) 

give TOl 1 

iv. On page 10 of the former and m Act III of the latter we have 

ftnd mfifirefTT:—fr ^ ^ rTtrinrsrnm fwimtnftr-v^re^ trr^SpT 

wfhrnB itbtIt t 

rcapRCtivcsly.. 

V. Similarly, ^ <PP' 

^ WYT etc. (Act IVj in Ihe other, 
vi 1 na»i: is very common. 

These are a few instances which 1 have picked up from the play of Saktibhadia. 
and Bome Trivandrum rt#i^K«. I am sure more will be found out, Argu^ like Mi. 
Ganapati Sastil, cauwe not ascribe the Trivandrum plays to Saktibhadia^ ignoring foi 
argument fl aake the mention of Ms name in the prologue 1 The argument baaed on 
the merits or the intensity of rata and the exquisite flow of language in these plays can* 
not prove the author^ip of Bhasa, though it can show Umt their writer was a dra 
matiet of a hi^ order. At the same time one has to rememher that the question of 
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the merit of a work is aotnetimes a matter of opinion as is so verv nicely shown in the 
case of Milton, who preferred his Paradise I^aiued to the ParMe Last, althou^ 
the latter is naualiy considered to be far superior to the former. Hail it not been ao» 
could the immortal ^kurUala or the Vttamrdniaehariiti be considered inferior to these 
plays 1 Thu merits for which the Trivandmiii dramas are considered as older than 
KaUdiisa have not been pointed out to na. What is stated on the other hand is that 
the author of the Trivandmni dramas has drawn his material directly from the eph^ 
and there are expressions in those plays which are foimd m the works of Kalidasa, 
who must have taken them frojn those plays. It appears that while bringing in such 
an UTgament the supporters of Urn BhSsa theory are to w large extent inlluenced 
bv the tflippoaition that these works are Bhfiiiu’s and that an ancient work must be of 
great merit. Gomparatively modern writers have also drawn their material directly 
from the epics. Indian writers who iselect mythical or aay divine subjects have to 
draw the material from these sourees, and for the matter of that we cannot say that 
Kalidfiaa did not do so. WritorB like Kshemendm did the same thing. The author 
of the Jiabar^^/achMumanh alluded to above, must have done so. Why to talk of these 
old writers i U 1 write a piece now and get my material from the Vedas, my corapo- 
eition cannot bo relegated to the hoary past on thiit account. This sort of reaooniiig 
does not caury eouvietdon home. Similarity of ideas or expresaions does not neceHaiirily 
indicate indebtedness of one author to another. There is no reason why a person cannot 
argue aa does another quite mdepeudently. Similar ideas itnd expressiona ore no doubt 
found in the w orks of Kalidasa and these plays, still, it docs not stand to reason to say 
that Kalidasa derived them from these works or any other author either out of re- 
epect or otherwise. It w said that K^idooa baa himaeU praised Bhilsa and might have 
used his w’orks as a grateful tribute to his genius. 1 doubt if it can be considered to be 
a tribute at all. when we remember how InfUau poets compute borrowing " to eating 
vdviam. To mention the name of» predecessor in rebiwotful terms does not neces¬ 
sarily imply bonowing. An o/iginal writer will shun such a course and a poet of the 
type of Kiliidaso whethor he hailed from India, Europe or cUawhore could not have had 
r^ourse to such a practice. We should not forget at the tame time tliat the priority of 
the Trivandrum pieces to Kalidasa is yot to be established, jind one can very’ well nrgue 
in the opposite way, vt2.» that the author of these works was mdebted to Kalidasa, 
For my ow part I will not attoch any great w'oight. to the sinularity of this kind in such 
cases. Identical expreaaions or similar ideas arc to iie met with in the Vedoa luul the 
Bible leaving aside the Raiuilyana uud the Iliad, hut I doubt if we could go so far as 
to consider the latter to be indebted to the former or vke mrm m any way. While 
human heart remains unjJtercd it k the brain that develops. This is, I think, the 
reason why a poet who writes from the core of his heart renmins ever fresh and 
up-to-date, whatever be his age. The outpourings of a true heart will uot much 
tMer whoever the writer may be. Accordingly, we have to conaidcr the question of 
the age of a work irrespective of such lesemblmices. 

Much capital has been made out of the so-called archaisms or Holeckns (arsAo- 
prayoffOA), noticed in the Trivandrum ndlafow. It ifi said that nuiny archaic forma, 
which ore found in these plays and are mostly tabnkted in the form of an appen¬ 
dix attached to the Pratimdnataka, violate the rules of Papini, and. therefore these 
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must have come into existence before tbe great grammarian lived, liketwiae. 
it is affirmed that the Prakrit of these plays is archaic and. consequently, they inust have 
been composed during a very remote antiquity. Some of the defenders o t e asa 
theory place these works before, while others after Aavaghosha. Let us now examme 
how fat this argunrent holds good. The occurrence of irregular or a.fHi>umya forma can 
afford no proof of the age of a work- Stndenfe of Indian epigraphy are aware of nu¬ 
merous dociiroenti} which contain such forms hut undoubtedly belong to^ a very 
late period. Arslm forms are found n<3t only in the mwdyaim or the Mahahhamta, 
but in the epics which are rertainiy not so old ; nay, we find them in the wor^ 
of Kalidasa ns well as odier Sanskrit writers. Such forms, we know, have mostly 
Wn exphiined hy Sarapadeva in his very learned work entitled DurghatavTitii-^ 5lal- 
linatha has also endeavoured to justify such Eomation^ by bringing them uudet 

Pamni* *g rules. Even Mr. (lauapati Saatn hiniBelf has done so at least ta one instance, 

I mean in the use oili/ap in chapfim \Ve know of cnaes where writers 

ha^'o deliberately flouted PaninL For m-stence. the locative pluial of pum/in is piifhstt 
according to P^, hut AnubhutiB\'arijpachaT 7 a in his grammar named Srirasi'Otam 
makes it puMtu. The same ia the wise wdtli the word dharm which is not unoften 
used for vikrama. I need not multiply examples here, when they are so weU collected 
in the Durg/taiamtii, Some of the manuscripta are leas scrupulously preserved ^an 
others and we are not in possession of the original manuBcnpts of the plays. At times 
vvrong forma are used bv ignorant copyiste and sometimes more familmr forms ate sub 
atituted in place of old and imfaniiliar ones. We have also to remember that the ex¬ 
tant hooks on Prakrit grammar ate comparatively late works, and the rules laid down 
,in them can only Iw used with the utmost caution for determining the age of any work 
with their aid. Grammar L-an very well ha considered to be a good criterion for judg¬ 
ing the aoe of a composition, but wrong or ungrammatical formations cannot. Poetic 
license bno criterion of age. Nor does it reflect weU on the writer. Unless these 
archaic fommtions noticed in the Trivandrum plays ate proved to hem agreement with 
the rules of grammar written before PSpini, their ocfwrence will form no ground for 
testifying to their antiquity, nor will they suffice to prove the authorship of BbSaa. 
Tbw ijB how the first part, of the argument stand-s, 

Now let UB examine the second on the use of old Prakrit fonna. 1 agree with 
Dr. Barnett in thinking that tie aoutheni tradition presents nmkoi in a condition 
showing Prakpit forms wiiiffi are more archnie -than those found in the Northern 
tradition- Let us work out this assertion in detail here. 

Scholar like Printe.* V. Lesny.® V. 8. 8ukthankar< and others opine that the Prak¬ 
rit used in these plays exhibits old forma which are met with in ancient works both 
inscriptional and literarv ; but not in comparath-ely late compoflitiona like the works 


» y,H^«x»ii)pl«.in JtotfftxraiSA*, XAS-23, .ml fi.mdrawirt&iw. 1.36. 

» T. S. S. XoL VI. 

* Dm ffli/Anfa H a<*Li« T. S. S. Ao. XXJl, p> 6®. 

* W, Biiiaa'n FfAirU IFiaalcfiirt A. M.. 1&31). 

* [Hi gjiiwiektungM^u^t fVSJbril* i" Drawe* xad Jat Xritalitr Bhata't m tl» Xcir**n;/I dtr 

Morit^nbindiidun fJtmtlidMfl, “3 Bwid. Leitwi®. ISIS, pjh 20S ff. 

« Airi<ri«n Of. Joar., 40. IffSU, pp. UB *. 
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of KfilidilsA and othera. Therefore, it most be older and, consequeDtly. these plays 
which arc partly couched in it must be assigned to a great age. at any rate to the 
early centuries of the Christian era, if not to a still earlier epoch. These are some 
of the archaiams in the Prakrit of these plays as noticed by them. 

I JmAdcw (nwnoA-nm) ; ii. dism {dpSya) ; iii- twowpCiio/pim); it. use of the 
toot arh without the m^rabhaiti or epenthetic vowel ; v. ahuM (o/mm, later /juA'Ct 
hage and nAani); vi. onto afl flflBrmntlve particle ; vii. kana (kptrd^ later induA)» 
Ttii, k'issa, kiiia {kasya but used in ablative sense for AvHftndf) ; is. khu {khiihi}^ 
s. ta^-a (ram. later t»ha, etc.); si. (/itrw. Inter tumm), 

• It will look rather strange in the eyes of those sehotars if I said that almost all these 
old forms are to be seen in the AM/taryacku^^wuni of ^iktibhudra- I am sorry the 
book has not yet been fully published.^ 1 can» therelote, only refer to the pages of the 
copy which 1 had an occasion to esamitie. Kut that will hardly be more useful than 
my assertion that these forms are to be seen in tlm play as well.^ Should we, then, on 
the strength of this fact, assign the play to the same period to which the Trivandrum 
na^akai have been ascribed f Though the date of Saktiblmdra is nol definiteh' known, 
still I doubt if any scholar would think of placing him in that period or some centuries 
before the tlmstian era! Let us leave him alone lor the present till his date is deter¬ 
mined and see the Prdjtrif in the works whose aiithorahip and time arc known without 
any doubt, I take op the plays which have been published in the very Trivandrum 
series and under the editorship of Mr. CTapapati ^astri himself. In addition to those 
I have just now noted, the chief peculiarities of the Trivandrum plays as far as their 
Prakrit is concerned are* perhaps these ; (1) usual dropping of k, j/, ch, J, t, rf, p, h, 

and y between vowels and occasional retention ^ (2) occasional change of y into 
jbut usual retention of it ; (3) shortening of the voweUnd doubling of the consonant 
in emm, etc.; (4) change of ry into yy in contrast with Kfilidflaa's changing it intn 
and eo on. If we ejmmine the PrSkrit of these plays with that of the Prti<iyi«ji?ia- 
bhyudaya^ the StMiidrddhamniaya,<^ the TapatimmvarajM^ the Naydmttida^ or the 
Mttttfii-lianaprahamna ns published in the south we shall find Prakrit forms in them 
wHch display the same features. The Pradyimndhltytidaya supplies aeverul instances- 
of (1), as do the other plays which I have just named, and I need not refer to them- 
For f2), see Pradyumnabhyudayat p. 2, Subkndrddkawi&j«ya, pp. tiO, 70. Topo/tSfini- 
ivjmtio, pp. 30. 14, 33, 07, Ndgamndo, p. 13. MiUtaviMm'^, pp. 1, 3, etc. For {3} com- 


V For ai«.iti«ript*of pl»y the Ikscnpti^ .*■ (A* Oorf. Ori^nimi 

pp. 8380-S2. It i* pfctticnMy ii<H»worlhy tJ»l tbo imnaMripti ot lUa plky 
fooJMl iJdbg with udMiie of thw ol lLd IS Trivoodmin pUy» n hu been uuled thf/n, 

* Atrhat^ fnnnit Ml. upfid wpgclilJy la thi* opcPt-L ol Sflrp in it khfl sai] *l*o yu*. In addition to o^Abnit 
tm hs,¥« fcad (•»!«**. Tha pl*y a'Afdi b™* Mvat*! limw in tlio npoKli of 

^pnookhA and Siti. One of thn nupportem ol th* BhABii thmrj, oAtouly, U. St HwnpTBaid [in* 

latnidtietion to the fVufiinJiidfiflMj, **y» tliot thh word foo ifl rnsTtr osad ty lolor portM but U fonod only in olil 
PilL Thia »ffi:ui«ivB partiol* iwl only ocoars in tlit jI*r 44 iT(nr**fSinnjn’, b«t otW pi»FB ■* w<!ll. »i I 
haTr ibuTii bnlow. B«*kUa. « it not tha Tciy partkla which wt hi*r in tlwiiU every day T The piny give* 
fcnd nlMs Tbo Iwd Iotow mui* end larta 1 1 i»tb not swn in thi: Iiutidniiinr 

|(,na» wear in tho SuIfhadridhfTtiaiijtii/ii ind the TapflftwmitiMini tte. w ehown m the H^ual, 

* A. Bnnerji Slrtrl, M- 4, St, 19! 1, [k 3T£. 

* T, s. s. No, vni. 

* T. S. 61 No. S-l. 


t T. S. S. No. Ntl* 
' T. S. S. So- LtN 
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pare Vtadyumna^, pp* 10 and 33, Sulkndr^, pp-15^ pp. 14,01, PP* 

24, 24, 28, 71, ete., and .Mattoi’J*, p. 2. For (4) we Pntdyumna , p, 13, buhhtulra , 

p. 70. Tapnii^, p* 3, Nng^ ■ P- 13, and jUaifo®, pp, 1, 3. ^ 

Some other old forma m these pia^s may abo be mentioned here. For fJtit aee Pra- 
d>rmm^ pp. 10. ] 1, 24 ,SpiWiWrd', pp, 63,170, etc., Tapaa^ pp. 8,33. m, etc^ NSyd^ 
pp. 24, 34. etc., and pp. % 6, etc. For loriiiB liie kissa see Sttbtmlru . pp. 17. 

B3. 83, 07,131,135. Tajini?*. pp. A, 47, 74, etc., pp. 66, 71, «8, and Mailn , p. 2j . 

For nmn see . p- 33, S^MadroT, p. 37, Topotr, p. 104. etc. For afnhmm see 

Svbhadra^, pp. 33, 34, MnUn^ pp. 9,10,24- For form.i like htrta see , pp. 42. 

8, 103, Subhadm^ p, 168. mjS% ])?. 88,124. For mki see BuMadr^, p. 34 ; Mtsa ^ 
p 80, 5Iatta^, p. 28. For a/fom and ahakf see Pradijumntt , p. 3, Tapani pp. 8, 65, 

143, iVdjd®, p. 71, 

1 may go on multiplving instances, but the result will he the same. The occur¬ 
rence of these fonns will not prove that these works, too. should be relegated to such 
a high antiquity!. They were all written after Kalidasa, whatever be their exact date. 
Yet another work mav he put up to show the hoDowness of this argument. It 
18 the Bltnyaradajjvka which has been refenwl to above- Here. too. we observe siicilaT 
«Id Pr&krit forms, To mention a few of the typical ones as selected hy some of the ^p* 
porters of the Bbfisa theory. This piece uses both amJtSam and unMxtam. 'Hie 
former foim occuia in the speech of the Vaidvft who went to treat the courtesan (page 

xxii) and the latter in that of felpdilya (P- i«i)' St* ^P' 

(p. xvi) and kissa used in the sense of imsmat (p. xv). Kh^ h usuaUy put for khalu with¬ 
out reduplication. The play gives tava and for the later forma tujjfta or iitmha 

«nd/(JnM*t) as at pages v.andviii, and employs both emm (p. v) andermm (p.viii). Like¬ 
wise we have aham for akakftm and oAofo, and so on. Both old and later forms are 
used ill this work, still it cannot be rebated to the epoch to which the Trivandrum 
playu are ascribed by most of the adherents of the Bha.sn theory. 

A special not ice appears to lie called for regarding the use of some accusative plurals 
*n atit belonging to n-stems on which Dr. ^ITiomas® has laid so much stress. 1 need 
only refer to the note of Dr, L. D. Barnett in the October (1024) issue of the Joumid 
of the Royal daiotrc *9ocfdi(* without rci'apstulating what he has stated there. Forme 
like A-ujrufMdm' or liwdct occnxring in certain comporitious caraiot prove that the latter 
were written before or about the time of Aioka, for they are to be met with in the works 
which were decidedly written later. I have already shown in connection with the us^ 
of other forum bow unsafe it is to adduce them as evidences of great age. All thai^ 
n^toitus, leaving aside, for the pie.-ient, the Bhagatvdajjuka, were written after 
KaUdas^, whatever their exact date may be. Their Prfikrit also contains earlier or 
archaic forms but they arc comparatsvely late composition». Therefore, toBasignthe 
Trivandrum «d|nJfcos to tmcli a high antiquity as the 3rd or 4th century BX- to 3rd or 
4th centurj- .A. D, on the evidence of some old Prakrit* formations would be imTeufion- 

^ Cj. Btton'tt, !*]♦. 68'*B. 

t /WJ. 1924, p. 44® t 

• t>,ea5. 

« t>r iinfctljfcfiJ»r in kk very ittlurmiiin iwt« whicU b# hw roMiitly ooBWilaitoJ la Jtturmd cf iki Botnkiy 

Bmnek lft» JVTjfflf Sociriy (I92r>. April Imob). bvh I fiaJ, thoronjsbly mimiied tb- wtolo d th* 

Prakrit qflwtitjc •nit niifinra u. hitTs ■disilbed 133), quite in » geoHioe MttoliiTrx •pirit, 1 wtiuM sajf. tti*T in 

tliUfrut*''. ^ lapestHtwai hiTe ml rwliMHl 
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able* Thus, t^he argument based on the arclmio forms of Sanskrit as well as FrJlknt 
also falls to the ground. 

After pTftmining these main points so often adduced in favouf of the Bhasa 
theorv,* let ua now conaider another important assertion in this eonncction. The de¬ 
fenders of this iheoiy hold that the Mfn^rJJialta^ika depends on the Trivandrum play 
named Chdrndttm and is only an amplification of it. They seem to have taken it fot 
granted that it is so. One would wonder if they are led to this betief by the conaider- 
etion of the small size of the Chdrudatta as compared with that of the Mfidtchhaka- 
likd. That both these plavs ore connected with each other cannot be denied. The four 
acts of which the Trivandrum play conaista are practically identical with the first few 
acts of the MnchchhahatiM. There can be no doiiht that the author of the one has 
copied or taken them from the other. The C/mrudcifo is believed t-o be the source, 
and to make the author of the .IfficAcAAolafiAo the borrower, it is affinued that the 
Trivandrum edition of the ChdrudaUa presents only an incomplete text of the play, 
the continuation’ of which still lies hidden somewhere, possibly in the south. It ia 
further declared that some of the incideuta mentioned in the }Jf^hc:hhakafikd are not 
connected with the real plot and are to be treated as mere cumbersome narrat iveft. 
This practically means that the author of the MfichcMahitikd quietly incotponited ^ 
the whole of the play or the four acts of it ascribing the same to lunifielf. The fir.st 
question which a curious mind would ask in such a case would be how i» it that a poet 
who was capable of composing six more acts failed to re-write in his own words the 
first four acts of the play. One w imld further ask if there is a parallel case in the world 
showing a plagiarism of this sort.* l\'e know of sayings like AowV-fwiiaffl sotnorfaiiie, 
but cannot forget what Bhamaha has said*— 

poets or poetasters may hunow conacioiiBly or unconsciously from other writers, 
but they would hesitate to insert hodUy the work of another in their owm compositions, 
if they are worth the name, for theyjjan express the story or the ideas m their own words 
as far as possible. In the MfichchhalatiM, however, there is no anyoMnuvada or 
tranfilation, but wholesale incorporation. Tlie prologue of this play speaks of the 
author in terms of high praise for, it says tluit he was the foremogt of Vedic acholan 
and a pious man. Could tapas allow of (nieb acta t Well, it may be said that he did 
not plagiarise, but, as Dr. Charpenriet has atated in his note on the Hindu drama,* only 
added the last five ojiAris, or at least the greater part, of them '"exhibiting the efficacy 
of righteous conduct, villainy of law, the temperament of the wicked and the inevitable- 

t pr in th<? PP- fl.. 

Um wiirk^ nttt thta point « t«a|rtk ami tried to thaw th*t %hm CMr%*>an {. «n lOMinplrt* pUy, »» 

it b i 

* Herr 1 «B rfmintied ol WuUagtoa IfTing * WTErie fiTTO *>“ Stutefc IHmU- tbe ul of Wic. 

nwkittg. An ** to rtbii tlwt, «• Bhtat’f tmrki wen tmkjsown ib« tiaw. th* writn ol I'u Afn'cAcSfcftofiJra «p- 
praprUted bit ifoA to hUnteU wHt no few ol detoetkn t 

> Sw IntTtMldetiwi I* p. ifi- 

- j. JI.^. lyti. oa2> 


✓ 
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new of fAt« •• 1« support of guerseu lilt, those 11 U add«l that a oourteoue poeh u'ho 

no™ ki sMtuE of plagiari«u-a thiug scartel, ooua^teut j^th tie 
Z pr.i» hertoueTupou hha-could, perhaps. BOt loll ua m a oiearer uay what dj. 
^eS baloBB to hha aad what did uot. U it wet. a fact, the would he m. uut- 

que oue-; Autbon., ea far a. I ant aware, have "Z-'^d" hW^ZZ 

lilt Imve not appropriated tbeio to thomfielvosa The Eadambcin and th« IJamurna 

mcharUa were in J probability continued onlj'm the name of the 

That the dkiirudaHa iu only a part of a "fuller" woth from which it ^ . 

out wiU become dear if we examine it closely and compare it with the 
tm. It has no Mndi nor a liesidei, we do hnd in tl the won^ 

like fuji feinaii frAof«, etc,, which form the chief chnrarteriEtice of the Trivan m p ej - 
In construction it does not seem to he identical with the rest. On what ponnda then 
has It been ascribed to Bhasa ? The eireunnitaiiLe that a mnnuiicnpt of the^piece waa 
found aleiiK with the other plays cannot prove it, though. .upparentiyB it Bone a 
long wav to influence the view. In iuy opinion the Charudatta and the 
IU 10 S are not difierent works, and the former is only a part of the latter ]u6t as the 
is a part of the Pratijmym^a^tdf^a^dnavu of this very ^nea 
although the C'hakvara consider it to be a distinct drama. Dilerences to be notic^ 

■ in it ate rather immaterial, and art^ attributable to local causea. I ® 

CiidTrulaHQ a different recension of the first few net* of the Mpchc^i m 
write down the name of the hero and the heroine or call them nwjaka ajid ijanika 
matters little, as far as the aetual representation on the stage is couMriied. humetiines, 
aa in the case of dimntavahaua in the Edgatattida, only Nftyaka is put do^ in place 
of the name of the hero. Ti«e difference in the uam&s of barxdlaka and Sajinlaka doea 
not count for much. It is not impoeaible that the change is due to an 
part of some copvist. The oiumion of the scrx*ante^ names (Karnapuraka and Hndamka) 
makes no difference at alL fivUlraka as a playwright or rather kavt must have been 
very popular in the south. In the Md}Mtnd of the TnjHdisomiyirazi^ of Kulafekha- 
rav'annan he is named first of nU the inafidkam as ayyaSiidd<tti-Kalidam-Hartso- 
Dandi-upamuhdtuiw ituthahilnafit awadamasya, etc. The MrtcitcMaka(M la 
undoubtedly one of the best we know of. NaturaUy it must have been 

selected for the stage. The whole being a long piqge, only a part of it was selected 
for occasional performances. That the MrichchftaMikd was tampered with we are 
fluite certain. On the autboritj' <if an ancient aommentary, Wilson pointed out bmg 
lao that from the word- csd njja Chdludatiasso to the remark jhnia-suJiridmrtja 

arytth of ^arvilaka in the lest act * f th!a drama the whole text incorporated by 
Nflakantha.* That this is m i» borne out by the verse 

which, as interpreted by Professor Sylvam L4vi.would account for the raterpolainm also. 
The original author was anxious to see bis drama ataged fully before the aun had risen, 

1 Ot. 11. M. Gftu«I»ti fi-nli*. lutoodiwtiwi. p. Xi. 

* Thi* WM noted by *» Ion* *«oinmy nonw «a Uie Jlfic/hiAAflfaitlW (S. 8. Btum, Doraboy, IWtf, pagm llll- 
1201 Dr. Morgeiirtiefito boa •!» iwliceJ it iwwoth « wca nftnea to above. 
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but Kvlakantba w&a ansious to being aboiit a happy union of all th« dmma':is pers^nof, 
Likowiae, the person who nillcd the Charudatta from the Mriclichhakatiid had to see 
tfiat it would he acted at such and such time and during such an inter\'a]. Therefore, 
he selected that part alone which to all purposea was complete in itself.. The heroine 
starts to meet her lover and with this act the fiiatpart of thestorj' would terminate. 
Both the lovers felt diffident, one because of hk poverty and the other on account o! 
her low status. Despite all thiB, their desire is accomplished; one goes to meet the 
other who has got the news and k ready to receive her. Even in the Mricftclihahi- 
lika what follows Vaaimtaaenak starting is the tediously interrupting conversation 
khe had with the oifo and an ordinary exchange of a few setitencea niter which the lovers 
retired. That the Mrw/icltkakatilcd has undergone u ehaiige we have just now seen. 
The probability* then, would he that it has got scenes w^ch were added afterwards 
"to secure’' to the play a greater popularity with the publif?,” Perhaps, the whole ol 
the gamblers' scene in the second act and certainly the ac'ene showing DhutS insisting 
on self-immoktion in the tenth act are instances of such interpolations. The CfiS- 
Tiidatta was b all probability' taken out when the play was perhaps free from such 
bterpolationa. This is, possibly, the reason why we notice some difierence in the quota¬ 
tions by Vamana b the KdetfaluAkfiramrat^Uli Dne of these quotations is found in 
both the Cimuflatta and the though it agrees rather with the version 

of the former The other ^^xiotatioii m fomid in the Mri^Jfchhaknlihi Qulyi for the 
Charwtam doM not conliun the sembleK’ «:eiie »t all. In the «.mu tray it a suoto- 
tion is taken from the episotfe ®i Dbata in the last act ol the MriMhaialtlcS, we wdl 
not find It in any of the copies ol the drama written before Niiakantha. who was 
responsible lot the above noted interpolation. All the same -the .Ur«JeW«.io(.to 

will be there. At i. t. 

Here we should remember that Vamana has referred to SOdraka as the author 

of the Mfichdihahitiha' aud has quoted Iron, his work. While saying— 

I 

he does not refer t'o BhAsa. Had a work of BhAsa, as the CWruda/ta ,e 
supposed to be, esisted in his time, in all probahUity he would have refer¬ 
red to it in preteence to that ol Sfidraka, for it was original. But he hw not. This 
Let will indicate that, at the time Vhmana Bred, the writer of the .«rm*c*/lab.- 

(iiU was regarded to he an original writer and not a plagianst, l am not hm ooiicerne 

L“h the uLstion of the anthondiip- of tins pratornaa. What 1 say m thm eonne^on 
is that the piece eaUed CharadaKa nee.1 not he the work of a wntM who la ^r- 
ent bom that of the Jf,»Ac**aia!i*d on the reasons so far advancri, nor c^ Bh^ 
he its author. That the story did not end with the fourth act of the CTar.,da«a 

‘ Pt. OiarpsKitier, /. E- A, 1B23. [>■ 

> fihmtuailli* dTiffll; /fiduii* slitliy*«u')f 191B, pp, H. 

3tiU t tWfik th-t hft BooJd bB • JUjf, Tbe 

atiu. <u> wm* Jqflsnlipifrifw wtefi- it fa lecanfad W«|£ wbwb a cMWidirfffd tf* be tbe 

S.I ,,p>, to •j' wo*. It prokoM, Mo.*, to U» let; o, IS. 11 It wmlorr A,». ..1 

oowmod Wtu... ..a .™w«.dr, . 1 .. Ctop ki« .1»^" .< Smo.y*h«!- 

the V miiiiiiw™*"* . * . 1. j .iww«a thsi llth eenlorv a. D. In Uiia eonneetHm •«» 

!_ aK.,, M tK& ‘ Callsren gUrefatM wbo rtouiwhed ibuB* tw n«j cumoiy j»o 

tr^oMSoMOe". u.AAa.s.t«,.p.osas«.^^ 
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BHiSA AMI) THE AUTHOBSBIP OF THE 

«Bm» to be Mrtom. It B eqoaUy >0, that it coatmued in th. ^ 

thinh ol the axiahtnt. of a o«ttinn.tion of tho C*o™i..«o tn ^ 

“lying hidden aomewhete. aa aonie of thoao «.hote do, .eema to be nonecoeeaiy 

Dn Keitb in hb review of Dr. llorgenetieme-e work, referred to ^ “ 

Uvour the view that the MrichchhoMite repre«n^ “ ater^rfher 

n..end tnt inoontprete, and 

:i“^"roritt::h:^H«;rt fo.„-of * dwc«.ir.j«d 

out a device of aactibing the work to Sndraka to aecute for it a 

which would not have been accorded to it, had it appeared under hia me . 

not the leamerl Doctor while making thia conjecture “ demand t« mneh from probe- 

bilitv"? AppaTently, thin apecubtion is based on the belief that ^Hdraka as the autho 
of the plav had no historical reaUty- It ia true that the figure of Sudraka “ 
literature has a l^ndaiy eharaeter, but does it foQow that the gndmka ^ 
cM,h,kS(:U niuat also be a mythical perron f On the other band, the way in whmh 
he is deecribed would ahow that he muel have been an historical charnct« of fleeh 
and bones, " who auflered from dieema* like catarrh and was cured by the mercy ot 
Siva " His identity, however, has not yet twn established- . •, j 

’ To think of some unknown writer who “worked up“ the Ch^rudatta and aRonbed 
the whole pieee to a mrthical ruler is to demand too much Irum imagination. It do« 
notearrr comdetion hime- There b hardly any necessity o£ creating furth^ mj^^ 
to show* the high standard of aalf-ahnegation- That the author of the Mf iMhakaiiM 
was a writer of a very high order is proved by the play itself. In fact, it is the latter 
portion where the author b found in his full vigour and which makes him a ilramatist 
of an uncommon genma. It b there that the master^piece of the play, namely, San^ 
thllnaka ia fully delineated and the action fully developed. If compansoii ts to be 
drawn, thia portion, it seems to me, b far superior to the first four acts which make up 
the Chamdatta, even if we take it for granted that they were composed by the an¬ 
cient Bhasa himself. ^Yhv would such a writer think of merging his personaUty mto 
that o£ a fabnloiia or Beiui-mythical individual ss Sfidraka ? NMiy did he not, if he 
was a aalfleas n-riter, ascribe the work to Bhesa hmiself ? The name ot Bhasa would 
have secured greater fame and more attentiou than that of gudraka if that alone was 
the object. There ia no reason why we should disbelieve the statement made in the 
prologue as to its authorship. Wle putting forth such assumptions, we take it for 
granted that the ChdruditUa was written by the ancient BhRaa and that as the ifficA. 
chhaliatika came afterwards, it must have been based on it. We are influenced, I am 
afraid by this .supposition. If we coMider the Trivandrum plays irrespective of the 
Bhasa theory, it will, I make bold to say, at once appear to be a part of the hiUer play, 
% e. the Mryichhak-ttfika and neither a shortened version nor a basis of it. This ^ iew 
Trill obviate the vain hope espre-ssed by some of the supporters of the Bhilsa theory, 
that the continuation of the Trivandrum play wffl* come out some day and support 
their hypotliesb. __ . 

I /ikI pp- ■S&'fiOi 

1 Tliiaeip MB««lo(te«tiimlhe{wh‘*brenghtfwwif(lt9ikoirtbirtthe CAArurfalte b w la«>#,iil«l* pl*y 
(of 1 tdaul *!»•♦ n I* <Wi »■ with tb* JfrieAiAha Wild of wtif t it i» only s pm. 
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Aa to the qiiefttioD who patronised the author of the Trivandruin plays, 1 doubt 
if it can be finally solved under the existing circumstances. That there was nomo royal 
patron of the poet cannot be denied. Had there been none the use of the word J?qjO“ 
siihJiti in the concluding stanssa would become useless. H£jasiiiiha seenia to be the 
Bumame or an epithet of the king who patroniaed the author. The term is ^ such 
as can be very appropriatelt’ used for any ruler. 'Ihe same is the case with the n'ord 
ffflju ol the X>A«rtetf>/afiwmm(fo of livaradatta and Narendra of the Ubhaytlbhisd- 
riitd of Vararuchi, alluded to above. Scholars differ as to tho identity of the Hajasimlnt 
whom the author of the plays liad in mind. Dr. Barnett finds the Pandya Ter-maxan 
FUjasimha I, while Dr. Sten Eonow recognises the Western Kshatrapa named Kudra- 
(Ctr. 181-108 A-D.) ill him. Possibly, there were two patrons. One was called 
Rsjasimha and the other Upendra, for both these terms occur in the concluding verses. 
It is not impossible that these epithets are meant for the two Pallavn cMets, namely, 
Siinhavishtju (Cir. 500 A. D.) and Naraaimiavacman Bajaaimha I (CtV. 646 A. D.). 
The Matiacilosaprahasana was composed by a Paliuva king and closely re.sembles these 
plays, ft does not appear to be unreasonable to assume that theae plays, too, wecp 
written umiiir similar conditions* Tho stanzA 

would rather countenance such a hypothesis. But, aa Dr. Keith has already remarked, 
such identifications ought to be treated as mere guesses, and nothing more. The 
identity wili remain obscure, for the author himself wanted to keep it so, otherwise he 
would have given us the proper name of the patron. Here. 1 think, it will not be out of 
place to consider what Mr, K. P. Jayaswal has thought of this patron and the age of 
the plays. His opinion is based on the idea of “ one umbmUa empire e.vtending from 
the Himalayas to the Vindhyas and up to the ocean " found in these plays in verses like 
imam sdga'ra-parynntdm,^ etc. He thinks that such ideas cannot go back further 
than the days of C'handragupta Manrja and could not be remembered later than the 
rifle of the Andhrabhrityas or the Kusha^ias. Such a conception, he opines, mast refer 
to a period somewhere between 325 B, C. and the end of the 1st centu^ B, In sup¬ 
port- of this opinion, he adduces the words '"our sovereign'*, "sovereign lion" and the 
terms Upendra and XirSyapa used in these plays, in the latter name he recognises 
the Kanva-Xarayana.* A glance at the pas-sage in the Duiavakyam, on which so much 
reliance is placed, will show that there is no mention of the “Barhadraihaf' at all, the 
person intended being .fariLsandha, the son of Brihadratha. U NSrayano or Upendra 
were the patron, the vilification by Duryodhana will be out of place, for no patron 
will tolerate his being rebuked in any garb. The words Upendra and N&r&yaiia do 

» A .ciuewtiit Bimil*rc«i.M di«dj b™ pub- 

ikb*!. Ifl H- Pf thi. ittapp. whkh iM lUwwi« ikU * we &Mi frfJ m 

rm aTWlt-mn i-mragli (B* tb* Trirtn-linirti tlJ* ptow tUP, *. W fUted 

bytbPiHiiU«SI-»r«. btfodaotkm to tto 1- hy 

BbDjMlnB tn hit 6ri*9iraj>nimt. 

* fpoliioto mboto wbrt* we l»»e SajarsmtiA-tei- iartetd. 

• T. a. S. No- XSII, p. 
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wt refer to any mortal, but tie chief god of the Hindu tried, »e the beneict ory etemtee 

iu some of tbe» pleys. e.».. the PreWmdjo or the MMyam^ySyoo- ^ ' 

No relience ceu be placed ou ideas like "oue umbreila rule", for they are litt e ess a 
poetic embellishmenta. Students of Indian epigraphy and niuinamaMS know tnnt 
,..en ordinary petty chieftains are yery often described as oyerlords and emperom ol 
U.e world u* jl ^ ^ in charters a. well as cotns. Such 

expressions need not he tJcen in a literal aeni*. In the same way, it sMms to mo, 
the mention, in these pUys, of an empire bounded by the Kimnyat ,md the tindhja 
need not necessarily show a political orientation. To reason Irom the known to the 
unknown we may take a lew oi the South Indian kings. Venkata I is deacn^d as ru - 
inn over the whole earth from the Setu to the Hhnayat,* Some of the Plndya longs 
are* said to haye engraved the pair ol ash on the topmost rock of the lord ol mountains 
or the HimnUvn. Sundnra-Pintlyn is said to have conquered Konkann. Kosala, Ma- 
gadha, Ealing and above alKhina* alao. Why multiply instances. These e^tes- 
shins are not to be taken very seriously. Even if we do. the cose of Hnjendrn Choln 
would show that Hucb expressions could well be applied to a soutbeiuer also, after keep¬ 
ing a margin for a poet's hyperboles. Besides^ we have to remember that if an author 
from the south wants to describe an andent event which took place in the north or has 
to praiae his patron in Ihe north, he will naturaUy keep himself within tlie Unxita of the 
north. A good geographer from the south, who is conversant with the past history 
of India, or who is well versed in the epics and other literature of the cotinbyt can 
ven- well describe events which took place long before he was born. Bearing all this 
in uiind. 1 do not consider it necessary to think of any special empire ot the Jlauryas, 
the Kuahiiiuis, the Guptos. or otbera. Nor does it appear to be necessarj’ to think 
of the royal statues discovered at Mathurfi, while readijig of the or Vat- 

ballii in the Pnjimdttafaka for, in the south ihwU there must have been such i/rihas 
in olden days- This may very reasonably be aunnified from the portrait statues, which 
are still to he seen at airthahalij>utum or the Seven Pagodas. The Varaha cave there 
has got a seated fignre of Sijfahavishnu flanked by his queens on one side and the stand¬ 
ing figure of his aon Mahendrovarman and his queens on the other. That they are the 
p rrrait figures of the Palliiva kings of these names is indubitably proved 

by the labels so clearly written above them in the old Paltava-grantha characters which 
r^* ^n-SMatyimU'PStifidhiTdjan and m-Mahindm-Potiadhirajati, respectively. 
A viTitcr from the south, who knows of such ftrativtds, or one might say“pjnfi«t»ki^- 
/(«»—in his own province, need not think of the portrait statues of the KusUnas, the 
Sa'iaunagas or other dynasties. Thus, we see that the Argument of the yratmdgriliaa 
f annot counteract the proposition that the Pfatimdrtdfaha was written in or after 
the rixth century of the Christian era by a South Indian writer. That he was at- 
quainted with the Mathura country will not make the author a mdtltura or for the 
matter of that, a northerner. That the PrariflwwftfaAKf cannot be such an old work as 
the followers uf thoBhasa theory take it to be, we shall see presently. 

> Sm ftfJmatiEtt or ^P- PP- -®1 

* Bw V#l«kiirH gTMl of ^P- XVII, pp, SQ] ft. 

^ Jndiai^ /fiifnpfiirMj. ViilLp iV« lOS, K<i« HITS. 
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There are some other minor urguroente raised in supitort of the Bhasa theory 
which may be examined here bricfiy. Some scholara are of opinion that the Tnvan- 
drum plays make mention of an obser\'atory at Ljjain, the th® Nilga\ana, 

the old Rajagriha and Patelipntra when it was just founded and, therefore, must be very 
old, 1 doubt if any importance can be attached to saeh an argument. One may wri^ 
a book to-day mentioning all these placea in a similar maiuwr.yet. I wonder if we will 
ascribe such a work to a haary antiquity on that account. 'Fhe traditional opithetal 
of Bhasa like "^end of fire" BAdso h&ialf 'Taiigh of poetry" and r^rdm 

"the ancient”, cannot prore that Bhasa was the author of the Trivandrum plays. These 
can be apTilied to other writers as well. Bhfoa alone is not the friend of lire. Sakti' 
bhadra has introduced fire into his play. So also griharaha. The tradition making 
Bhasa the friend of fire ifl presented in the Pritlmr&jamjaya.^ In that case Bhiiaii would 
become the writer of the Utapmi^iMid as well as the Vi^h^udhirm>Uafa* m that 
both these works were regarded to be of exc.eptional merit and believed to have with¬ 
stood the ordeal of fira* I have alreatly given my view regarding the Smpmvamm^ 
duitd of the Trivandrom series. It cannot be the Sixipiutvamvad^M of BMsa, which 
is still an untmced work. As to the other book, I am inclined to identify it the 
VishnudhamoUati^o which b so well known in Kashmir and haa been pubhslied at 
the VeAkatem-ara Press of Bombay.^ Aa the queation of its identity is not connected 

with the present paper there IB no need of my discussing It here. . 

I doubt if due impomnce has been ftttucbeii to the evidence of the an u ogiea 
againat the Bhasa theory. Some twelve stanzas are ascribed to BhiSsa in these col¬ 
lations. and it ia very remarkable that none of these b to be f^d m any of the thirteen 
Tjlava which have been attributed to this ancient writer. These anthologies may not 
Lws be accurate in their ascriptions, but it ia not insignificant that not even one 
stanza'out of these twelve should be found there, if they were written by Bha»^ at all. 
Learing aside the anthologies, we find that even the vetBO peya surd, etc., Soma 

deva in ys Ya4astiJaka ascribes to Bhttaa. do^ not occur many of these thirteen iu»- 
fah^,. On the other hand, it is found in the Mattoi^praha^na, as stated above, 
where, apparently, it occurs as a This negative evidence. 1 thmk. alw 

goes against the BhSsa theory. _ _ _ 

I Dr. BwwTjU J, R. A. R. IB31. S'''*- 

* /juL Ifl 13, PP- 

»1W‘ fsHWnH 

Wfti extant mbmti SOO I>- 

! ’"'iJ 'n a 8 lfl22. p. 88) m.* Qtu. oJ ihRt -crfb«l to Bba« yentifiKl 

bditn ible to flnii out tl'*t nan. 







28 


BHASA A3JD THS ACTHOltSHIP OF THE TRIBTEILV TRIVAJOJEUM PLAYS* * 

As to the Pfotman^ka, the mention of MwUiSythi throws » douht on its anti- 
quitY, It is said that this MedhRtithi was some Vedic fishu and to support the 
assumption it is stated that mention is made of the BdrAos/xi/ffom, hut the name 
of Kautilva's ArthaM^tra is not to he seen in this play. 1 thmk the futility 
of this point wfl] become elear, if the speech of Kavana, where these names occur, is 
catefullY imalvsed. Havana ia represented to be a broggart. He forget® the ve^ 
mtras oi which lie pretends to bo the master, while praising him^lf. Further, while 
ret^ommending some objects to Hama for the performance of the 5radi/Aa rites he does 
not follow the Dfiarma-mtra. Fearing that Kama may find huu out. he mixes 
the authorities, and to confuse Rama brings in cowa, Vardhrfiqas, and “ golden ” deer 
somehow. The existing law hooks do not aupport him. The r*A(iii«mnVi recommends 

a cow for only a partial satisfaction.^ but the M<inumriti docs not. Vfirdhramifl is a 
cattle not a bird,* as reconwnjeuded for the SrMdha rites. The bird of this name may do 
for a hah-ddn«* only, ^at HSvana says is not supported by the idafta he brags to be 
conversant with. The author makes hhn say so to show how hypocritical he ia. and 
brings in MariehR in the form of a deer quite mgeniously to make Rama leave the cot¬ 
tage and pursue the false deer. The talk of antique iastraa is to impress his importr 
ance upon Rama. Kautilya, as a reference to Chapter II of the ArllMdastm will show, 
knew of the arthaiSslrvaf ws.. the Matun^a, the Bdrltaapatya and the .dwittfliMO Ha¬ 
vana had already talked of the first, so he named the second and omitted the third pur¬ 
posely to hide hw real character, as the School of U^tui^ ie meant for the PdhfKtaaa, 
He did not mention Kautilya for his “crooked policy"' as he was a Brahmana of a high 
character I Besides, there is no reason to aaanme that ell the works he talked of really 
existed. At least, ail are not known to ns. I doubt if we know of the Nyd^ Aastra 
of Medhatithi, for instance. This argument ia further vitiated by the verse— 

tfipiT fWfH: I 

HUfTTf^rTW ft 

which is found in the HitoitadfJa, There is no mention here of Kautilya, Does it fol¬ 
low that the H!l 4 >padeia was written hefore Kaatilya ? Certainly not. I doubt if 
any importance could be attached to orfftfmen#wm ex aikntio or to tha mention of more 
ancient names in such cases. As MedhUtithi is spoken of in the Prutirnd^, so are the 
inimonas in some of these nafakos, for instance, in the f the/IrimdmAo or 

the Chdrudaila. They appear certainly as Buddhist monks, and to explain away 
their mention in these plays hy saying that Brahmotiic treatises like the Vaikhannsa- 
dfiurmapraina* also talk of them, cannot hold good, for the latter speak of them as 
ascetics practisiiig penance and not as the foUcrwera of Buddha. 'This and other similar 
argumente, occaaiotmlly advanced in support, of the BhOsu theory, do not require 
serious cotisideration and may be paiised over. 

Conclusion.—Thus,! think, 1 have exomined here all the main arguments which 
have been brought forward in support of the Bhfisa theory and shown hoa’ hollow they 

^ S. B. S. LXXX, ^ 34S. 

* KolIRbi qn Mknii. til. STL 

^ Sue quoted ill SwMakalpadruma imdtr the wursl^ 

* te PfoiimA^, pu XXXL 
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;ttre. Ther can by no maans prove lihat Bh^ woa tke teal author of the thirteen 
Trivamlrum plavs. Ar^uiug like the adherentH of the Bhaaa theory one can ascribe 
these playa to Saktibhadra, whose work entitled j^fcAoryocAiiJdiMaiU, as shown above, 
not only exhibits a close resemhJanee with them, but possesses most of the characterw- 
tics which are believed to be their distmguishiug features, be^des being a tairly old 
• composition. I do not mean to say that th(qr were actuaUy written by Saktihhadra or 
any of the authors of the works with which I have compared them in re^rd to their 
Prakrit or other points. WTiat I hold and have tried to demonstrate here is that none 
. of the irguinenta. adduced so far whether by the originator of the Bhiisa theory 
or by his supporters in India and abroad, will suffice, singly or collectively, to piwe 
thatBbasa, the ancient play'wrij^t, was their aathor. All these arguments are aitv^pta 
or wide of the- mark, for they can equally well be applied to other plays, whose authors 
are known without any doubt. Their examination shows that we are still far from hav¬ 
ing solved the question about Bba^ or the authorship of the Trivandrum plays, which 
must consequently be treated as'an open on*. The Trivandrum plays cannot be the 
'Work of Bhasa, We must still hope for some lucky chance that may bring to light the 
real '‘ndtofajcAaJtm” of Bhfiaa so highly spoken of by writers like Bfijasiiiiha, BSna or 
Kalidasa', the immortal poet of India. So the Bhasa theory has been a very 
-pleaBantlhusion all this time, and I shall feel amply rewarded if what 1 have stated 
■in these pages goes to disilluaiou its adherents, aa it has done in my own case. 
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